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TRANSMITTAL EMAIL REGARDING U S EPA REGION I COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT
FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR SITE 7 FORMER SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT

07/15/2015
U S EPA REGION REGION I BOSTON MA



From: Keating, Carol
To: Barney, David A CIV NAVFACHQ, BRAC PMO; brian.helland@navy.mil
Cc: Chaffin, David (DEP); Snyder, Michelle; Jim Young; mbarry@lstarland.com
Subject: RE: June 8, 2015 Draft STP FFS
Date: Wednesday, July 15, 2015 11:14:48 AM
Attachments: SOWEY - STP Draft FFS June 2015 EPA Comments 071515 Ver2 docx.docx

Attached are EPA’s revised comments on the above referenced document which were amended
 based on discussions at the last week’s PM meeting.  Changes to EPA’s original (7/2/15) comments
 are highlighted for easy reference.  Please feel free to contact me with any questions or concerns.
 
 
Carol A. Keating
Remedial Project Manager
Federal Facilities Superfund Section
Office of Site Remediation and Restoration
 
U.S. EPA Region 1
5 Post Office Square
Suite 100 - OSRR7-3
Boston, MA 02109-3912
(617) 918-1393
 
 
 

From: Keating, Carol 
Sent: Thursday, July 02, 2015 1:26 PM
To: Barney, David A CIV NAVFACHQ, BRAC PMO; brian.helland@navy.mil
Cc: Chaffin, David (DEP); Michelle.Snyder@aecom.com; Jim Young; mbarry@starwood.com
Subject: June 8, 2015 Draft STP FFS
 
Attached are EPA’s comments on the above-referenced document.   Legal comments on the ARARs
 tables in Appendix B are forthcoming and will be submitted under separate cover.
 
Carol A. Keating
Remedial Project Manager
Federal Facilities Superfund Section
Office of Site Remediation and Restoration
 
U.S. EPA Region 1
5 Post Office Square
Suite 100 - OSRR7-3
Boston, MA 02109-3912
(617) 918-1393
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EPA COMMENTS ON THE

DRAFT FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY

 FORMER SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT (STP)

FORMER NAS SOUTH WEYMOUTH, WEYMOUTH, MA – June 2015



General Comments



1.  The reference to the “2014-2015 remedial action” is confusing and misleading.  The document should be amended to more clearly indicate that this most recent field effort was a continuation of remedial activities that began in 2009 (and not a separate 
“remedial action”). 



2. The ROD Amendment must include any and all changes/revisions/amendments to the remedy as set forth in the 2008 ROD.  These include, but may not be limited to, the list of COCs, PRGs, and site feature (i.e., wetland, extent of contamination, etc.) boundaries.



3. Contrary to statements made throughout the draft document, the 2008 ROD required additional groundwater and sediment characterization activities prior to, and following implementation of the soil and sediment remedy, to verify that groundwater and surface water were not media of concern for the Site.  (Groundwater and sediment were not outright dismissed as a potential media of concern as suggested by the current text.)  EPA believes that annual groundwater and sediment monitoring should be included in the limited action alternative to verify that “impacted subsurface soils remaining at depth” do not affect groundwater and confirm that post-remediation COC concentrations do not rebound in Site sediment (see 2008 ROD, Pages 18 and 19 of 56, Section X, Paragraph C). 



Page-Specific Comments



4. Page 7, Section 1.5, Record of Decision, ¶ 3 – Since it laid the foundation for all investigatory and remedial activities performed to date, the ROD description should be brief, but thorough.  As such, please delete the current text and replace it with the following:  “The ROD set forth the selected remedy for the Site and included the following components:  (1) a pre-design investigation (PDI) (to further delineate the types and extents of COCs (i.e. arsenic, 4,4’-DDT, dieldrin, benz(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, and benzo(b)fluoranthene in surface soils and arsenic, 4,4’-DDD, 4,4’-DDE, 4,4’-DDT, dieldrin, and potentially methyl mercury in sediments)), (2) excavation of contaminated soil and sediment (containing COC concentrations exceeding preliminary remediation goals (PRGs)), (3) off-site disposal or recycling by asphalt batching, (4) a tiered monitoring program (to verify that post-remediation COC concentrations do not rebound in sediment) and (5) pre- and post-remediation groundwater monitoring (to confirm that groundwater is not a medium of concern).   Since the ROD assumed that that the Site would be remediated to levels that would render the Site suitable for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure (because residual risks for current and future use scenarios would be within acceptable ranges), no groundwater and land use restrictions, or five-year reviews were required. (The remedy was subsequently modified in 2010, as described in an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD), to permit use of the excavated materials from the Site as subgrade fill in the construction of the West Gate Landfill cover system.)” 





5. Page 7, Section 1.5, PDI, ¶ 4 - Please add the following to the end of the paragraph, “The PDI field activities were completed in February 2008; the final PDI Report was issued in February 2009 (LFR, 2009).”



6. Page 7, Section 1.5, Remedial Action, ¶ 5 – This discussion should be expanded to more fully describe the results of the post-excavation, confirmatory sampling performed and the decision to conduct a supplemental PDI.  Specifically, please amend the first sentence to read, “Based on results of the PDI, a remedial design was completed and the RA was implemented in 2009 to address COCs in surface soil and sediment in accordance with the 2008 ROD.”  In addition, please insert the following text at the end of the paragraph “Confirmatory sampling results revealed COC contamination beyond the planned limits of excavation and a supplemental PDI effort was recommended to address data gaps and further delineate the extent of soil contamination.”



7. Page 7, Section 1.5, Remedial Action, ¶ 6 – Please delete this paragraph.  It is confusing and unnecessary.  



8. Page 7, Section 1.5, PDI, ¶ 7 – EPA recommends that the entire paragraph be revised to more accurately describe the intent and findings of the supplemental field effort.  Specifically, please replace the current text with the following:  “The Final Supplemental PDI Project Report was issued in May 2012 that presented results of the field effort performed in April and May 2011.  Based on the findings, the list of COCs, media of concern, and exposure scenarios had to be expanded from those originally identified in the ROD.  A human health risk screening evaluation was performed, consistent with the process used for risk screenings previously completed for other sites at the former NAS South Weymouth, to support the selection of COCs and development of PRGs. Based on results of the risk screening (that identified potential health impacts for a hypothetical resident or industrial worker at the Site), additional CERCLA actions such as focused excavation or institutional controls were recommended.”



9. Page 8, Section 1.5, Test Pit Report and Additional RA, ¶s 2 and 3 – Please expand these paragraphs to include a more thorough description of the activities associated with each of the these efforts.



10. Page 11, Section 2.2, ¶ 1 – Because they were not identified as COCs in the 2008 ROD, the ROD Amendment must officially add them to the adds the following contaminants to the list of COCs identified at the site and evaluated in the human health risk evaluation:

· Benzo(k)fluoranthene

· Dibenz(a,h)anthracene

· Aroclor 1016 (the single PCB detection in surface water was considered “an isolated,  non-representative result of actual Site conditions” and were therefore not considered COCs in soils and sediments*)

· Aroclor 1260*



11. Page 13, Section 2.3, last ¶ - This discussion seems to contradict text in Table 2-2 and on page 14 of the 2008 ROD, the latter of which states, “The baseline ERA revealed that birds and mammals potentially exposed to COCs in surface soil via ingestion of soil and prey may present an ecological risk based on elevated HQs; and that birds and mammals potentially exposed to COCs in sediment via ingestion of sediment and prey may present an ecological risk based on elevated HQs.”  Please amend.



12. Page 14, Section 2.3, ¶ 3 –Please amend the text to reflect the fact that the 2008 ROD required additional groundwater and sediment characterization activities prior to, and following implementation of the soil and sediment remedy, to verify that groundwater and sediment were not (and don’t continue to be) media of concern for the Site.  (Groundwater and sediment were not outright dismissed as a potential media of concern as suggested by the current text.)



Page 16, Section 3.2 – Original comment deleted.



13. Page 17, Section 3.4, ¶ 2 – For reasons previously discussed, groundwater and sediment were not dismissed as media of concern in the 2008 ROD.  The ROD required that groundwater and sediment be evaluated during remedy implementation to verify that they were not media of concern.  The FFS should be revised to either explain why they should not be monitored moving forward or amended to include future groundwater and sediment monitoring.
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14. Page 20, Section 4.1, Page 21, Section 4.2.1, Limited Action, Page 23, Table 23, and Page 24, Section 5.0 – Based on the resolution of earlier comments regarding additional media of concern, the sections will need to be amended to include annual groundwater and surface water monitoring.



Appendix B, ARARs – Comments will be submitted under separate cover.










